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FORENSICS
DETAILS OF RADIO DEBATE.
The Radio Debate to be staged over
WMAQ on December 10th will be the
first intercollegiate debate of the season.
The University of Oklahoma, represented by one of the strongest teams in
its history, will have the affirmative side
of the question. The Chicago-Kent College of Law team, composed of three
veteran debators, namely, Harold Keele,
Harold Fishbein, and Gray Phelps, will
advance the negative arguments. Eight
minutes will be allowed for constructive
speeches and four minutes for rebuttal.
By agreement between the respective
colleges, the decision will be given by
the radio public.
Every student is
urged to call the attention of his family
and friends to this debate, and to persuade them to listen in. Every listener
will be invited by the station announcer
to send in a ballot which must be received not later than December 18th.
SENIORS WIN CLASS CHAMPIONSHIP.
On November 12th, 1926, the Freshman Class Debating Team met the Senior Class Team in a hotly contested
debate which proved of unusual interest.
The Freshman Team had previously met
and defeated the Junior Class Team and
thereby earned the right to meet the
Seniors.
The subject of the Senior-Freshman
debate was: "Resolved, that the teaching of the theory of evolution should be
prohibited
in
the
public
schools."
Messrs. Edwards, Wilson, and Sigler

advanced the affirmative arguments for
the Freshmen while Messrs. Keele, Fishbein, and Phelps propounded the negative arguments for the Seniors.
The thoughts expressed by both teams
were enlightening, at times intricate, and
not infrequently humorous. All of the
speakers without exception displayed extraordinary ability as orators. The decision was given by three judges, who
voted two to one in favor of the Senior
team.
After the debate, Mr. James, who acted
as Chairman, presented gold engraved
pins to the winners of the class contests.
While doing so he explained the origin
of the prizes, paid a tribute to the late
Honorable Edmund W. Burke, former
Dean of the College, and also congratulated the winners.
FEBRUARY CLASS ELECTS
The Class of February, 1927, met on
October 27, 1926, to nominate the officers to represent it during its last term
at school. At a subsequent conclave on
November 3, 1926, not to be outdone by
the city-wide election of the previous
day, the Class elected:
Carlyle Guibor, President,
R. E. Thomas, Vice-President,
H. I. Ripstra, Treasurer,
Kate C. Zoot, Secretary,
William Zipperman, Sergeant-at-Arms.
With such able guidance, it is expected
that the graduating class of February,
1927, will have success, which shall surpass even that which has attended its
previous endeavors.
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WANTED
ART EDITOR
The REVIEW is in need of the services of one
who can draw-not checks,.-nor yet declarations;but PICTURES, to qualify for the position of Art
Editor. All those who have any talent along these
lines are urgently requested to leave their applications
at the office, together with samples of their work.

FUTURISTIC JURISPRUDENCE.
(Reported by Beelzebub. From notes by
an unknown author.)
THE PEOPLE VS ........... ....
461 111. App. 99991.
Action for disbarment.
The facts will be clear enough from
the able opinion of the learned Judge.
Hava Heart, C. J., delivered the opinion
of the court:
It is charged, and the evidence tended
to prove, that the respondent held up one
Peter Wall with a gun, went through his
pockets and took some small change,
overlooking $2,000.00 in bills which was
hidden in a secret pocket, and, chagrined
because of failure to secure a greater
amount, fired at his victim, wounding
him in the leg.
The complaint is brought to this court
by the Laurels Committee of the Assassination of Collection Agents, charging
that the conduct of the respondent was
unbecoming an attorney and tending
to bring the profession into disrepute.

The respondent defends that he was
but endeavoring to collect a fee which
was owed to him. by the man who was
a client of his, and that he fired merely
for the purpose of giving effect to the
situation and to impress upon the victim
the seriousness of his action in withholding the money.
We think the complaint well founded.
Respondent's actions were wholly inexcusable and his defense cannot be maintained and is in direct conflict with the
Negotiable Suspension Bridge Act, (C. B.
Rev. St. No. 1874623) viz:
"When a client refuses or for any reason fails to pay his counsel fees, the
attorney should immediately double the
fee without further provocation, and if
the client still refuses, some mild form
of persuasion, such as poisoning, tossing
off the County Building or the like, should
be employed, but under no circumstances
is the attorney to trespass these bouhds
and seek the use of force."
In the case at bar, the respondent's
actions were most untactful, and,cannot

